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Introduction
This document highlights the need for common understanding and scope clarification to allow efficient progress of feMIMO L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility aspects across RAN WGs, and makes some proposals for endorsement at RAN#92-e.
 High level status of RAN2 discussion
As agreed at RAN#91e, RAN2 allocated email discussion and 0.5TU to progress feMIMO during Q2. On the L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility, there was a lot of discussion on the LS in R2-2102627/R1-2102248 [1].
Further alignment is required between RAN1 and RAN2 to ensure efficient discussions on the L1/2 mobility aspects moving forward, and some of these aspects were conveyed in an LS reply to RAN1 in R2-2106787 [2]. However, we believe that further discussion at RAN#92-e on the L1/2 mobility in particular, as it is more related to scoping and scenarios.
High level scenarios elaborated by RAN2
RAN2 elaborated the following scenarios in [2]:
· Scenario 1: This has the benefit that a switch from a source to target TRP hosting another cell may take place with no L3 mobility impact (i.e. no serving cell change), which would limit the RAN2 impact substantially. However, it would also mean that, if the UE left the common channel coverage of the source TRP, then the existing handover procedure would be used to trigger change of serving cell.
· Scenario 2: This aims to enhance the serving cell change procedure, seemingly by relying on L1 measurements and L1/2 handover triggers. However, given that Conditional HandOver (CHO) is already defined today, it is not clear to us which kind of performance improvement is targeted from each enhancement. In addition, this would require lots more cross-layer alignment and maybe some security considerations if we rely on L1/2 messages as handover triggers, and this seems a lot of effort for Rel-17, given the RAN2 time available. 
Taking into account all of the above aspects, we believe that it would be best to focus on enabling Scenario 1 in Rel-17.
Proposal 1: Limit the Rel-17 scope to Scenario 1 only for L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility.
Proposal 2: If Scenario 2 is agreed to be progressed, then a common understanding of the expected gains and where those gains come from would be required to be elaborated before committing WG time. 
More detailed scoping considerations
4.1	Some RAN2 preferences/assumptions provided in [2]
RAN2 indicated the following to RAN1:
· Ask R1 to confirm that L1L2 mobility is assumed to be based on L1 measurements (not in R2 scope) 

· R2 assumes that for both multi-TRP and mobility scenarios, single protocol stack can be assumed (intra-DU)
· RAN2 prefer to prioritize intra-frequency case in Rel-17 (i.e. RAN2 assumes that this is expected to be more typical deployment), but RAN2 will follow the RAN4 decision on whether to support inter-frequency case.
Given the short timescales for completing the work item, and considering the above assumptions, we believe it would be beneficial for RAN plenary to endorse the following proposals:
Proposal 3: No L3 measurements or enhancements in terms of evaluations or events/procedures shall be defined for L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility, meaning that there shall be no RAN2 impact.
Proposal 4: Single protocol stack will be used for all L1/2 centric inter-cell scenarios specified, meaning only the intra-DU scenario is supported.
RAN4 did not provide a clear preference for the inter-frequency scenario in response to RAN1. However, we believe that the work should clearly focus on intra-frequency scenarios, as we believe that inter-frequency scenarios would then require more RAN4 impact in terms of measurement gap considerations.
Proposal 5: Focus the work solely on the intra-frequency scenario for L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility in Rel-17.
4.2	Other relevant scoping aspects to address
Timing alignment
It should be clarified whether the scope can be limited to common timing in DL and UL between source and target TRP/cells. Changing TA configuration would seem to require a RACH from the UE (as in normal handover and CHO today). In our view a change in timing would extend the technical design to be quite different from the pure intra-cell concept, and lead to more questions on the benefits. 
Proposal 6: Limit the L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility scope to the case where TRP/cell1 and TRP/cell2 are synchronised and timing advance is maintained sufficiently that a RACH would not be required.
Reuse of CA model for RRC design
In RAN2 there was also discussion about whether the CA model could be reused for L1/2-centric mobility. In our view, this is not desirable because the CA concept is quite different to the multi-beam concept, and we would anyway need to adapt it to apply to this scenario. In addition, when combined with the normal CA concept this may become difficult to define in future. 
Proposal 7: Protocol stack design for L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility will not target re-use of CA Pcell/Scell concept.
Proposals
The following proposals are made for L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility work:
Proposal 1: Limit the Rel-17 scope to Scenario 1 only for L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2: If Scenario 2 is agreed to be progressed, then a common understanding of the expected gains and where those gains come from would be required to be elaborated before committing WG time. 
Proposal 3: No L3 measurements or enhancements in terms of evaluations or events/procedures shall be defined for L1/2-centric inter-cell mobility, meaning that there shall be no RAN2 impact.
Proposal 4: Single protocol stack will be used for all L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility scenarios specified, meaning only the intra-DU scenario is supported.
Proposal 5: Focus the L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility work solely on the intra-frequency scenario in Rel-17.
Proposal 6: Limit the L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility scope to the case where TRP/cell1 and TRP/cell2 are synchronised and timing advance is maintained sufficiently that a RACH would not be required.
Proposal 7: Protocol stack design for L1/2 centric inter-cell mobility will not target re-use of CA Pcell/Scell concept.
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